"The  Board  of  Supervisors  ...  re- 
quests the  Redevelopment  Agency  .  . 
to  devote  sites  to  achieve  a  commu- 
nity of  well  balanced  housing  .  .  . 
below  what  may  be  regarded  as  lux- 
ury housing.*' 
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"We  are  rebuilding  cities  for  a  de- 
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as  well  as  to  the  satisfaction  of  meet- 
ing a  budget." 
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Redevelopment  Agency 
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Selection  of  Proposals 


The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  annoumces  today  its  tentative  selection 
of  four  proposals  for  the  development  of  moderate-priced  private  housing  in 
the  Diamond  Heights  redevelopment  area.    Three  sponsors  are  to  "be  offered  the 
opportunity  to  "build  close  to  500  new  quality  dwellings  on  23  acres  to  enable 
San  Francisco  families  of  moderate  income  to  live  in  the  City. 

Families,  particularly  those  displaced  from  their  homes  by  public  action,  vill 
be  able  to  buy  or  rent  quality  homes  at  monthly  payments  ranging  from  approxi- 
mately $90  for  one-bedroom  units  to  about  ^ihh  for  four-bedroom,  units. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  requested 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  "to  be  mindful 
of  the  housing  needs  of  all  of  the  citizenry  within  their  ranges  of  financial 
capacities  and  social  needs,  and  to  that  end  seek  to  devote  sites  to  achieve  a 
community  of  well-balanced  housing  resources  for  all  families  and  single  persons, 
including  senior  citizens,  with  income  above  public  housing  eligibility  levels 
and  below  what  may  be  regarded  as  luxury  housing." 
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The  selections  made  by  tbe  Agency  are : 


Site 
No. 


Sponsor 

Robert  Chuckrovr  Construction  Co.,  Inc., 
New  York  City  and  North  Hollywood. 
Architects;  Nobler  and  Chen, 
Redwood  City. 

Same  as  Site  1. 


San  Francisco  Redevelopers ,  Inc . , 
San  Francisco^  San  Diego  a,nd 
Beverly  Hills. 

Architect:  Jack  Allen  Charney_, 
Beverly  Hills. 

Mission  Neighborhood  Centers ,  Inc . , 
San  Francisco. 

Architect;  Neill  Smith  and  Associates 
San  Francisco. 

Total 


Number  of 

Dwelling 

Units 

23^- 


kl 


58 


138 


Percent  of 
Total 
Dwelling 
Units  

50 


12 


29 


Type  of 
Program 

Nonprofit 
cooperative 


Nonprofit 
cooperative 

Limited 

dividend 

rental 


Nonprofit 

rental 


100 


To  meet  the  varying  needs  of  moderate -income  famil  ies,  both  cooperative  0A\Tiership 
and  rental  occupancy  ha.ve  been  encouraged.    As  indicated  in  the  above  tabulation;, 
59  percent  of  the  dwellings  will  be  cooperative  and  kl  percent  rental  units.  Con- 
struction of  this  new  program  of  almost  500  dwelling  units,  privately  financed  and 
owned,  should  start  in  Diamond  Heights  in  19^3 « 


These  selections  are  tentative,  subject  to: 

1.  the  successful  completion  of  negotiations  with  each  developer; 

2.  acceptance  of  a  workable  land  price  by  the  involved  Federal 
agencies,  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  each  developer;  and 

3.  approval  by  Federal  and  local  authorities  of  necessary  changes 
in  the  Official  Redevelopment  Plan  for  Diamond  Heights. 


Because  of  the  widespread  interest  in  the  moderate-priced  private  housing 
program,  an  accoun.  of  its  background  and  agenc;^  considerations  in  determining 
the  tentative  selections  is  set  forth  in  this  statement. 


On  January  l6,  19^2,  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  announced  the 
program  for  moderate-priced  private  housing  on  four  sites  in  the  Diamond  Heights 
redevelopment  area .    The  program  was  designed  to  take  full  advantage  of  nev 
authorizations  embodied  in  the  Housing  Act      of  I961  for  pricing  of  land  and 
provision  of  mor  gage    funds  for  housing  for  families  of  moderate  income. 


Conditions  of  Sale 


All  proposals  were  invited  subject  to  the  following  conditions  specified  by  the 
Agency: 

1.  Each  proposal  must  be  for  the  development  and  management  of  well- 
designed,  good  quality,  rental  or  cooperative  dwelling  units  at 
moderate  monthly  charges  on  one  of  the  four  identified  sites. 

2.  Each  proposal  must  be  for  a  development  to  be  owned  subject  to  the 
Federal  National  Mortgage  Association  submarket  loan  purchase  guarantee 
insured  by  the  Federal  Housing  Administration  under  Section  221(d)(3) 
of  the  National  Housing  Act  as  amended. 

3.  Until  the  certificate  of  completion  of  the  improvements  is  issued,  the 
sponsor,  or  assignee  approved  by  the  Agency,  must  be  the  entity  whose 
proposals  are  accepted  by  the  Agency. 

h.    The  dwelling  units  in  each  development  must  have  an  agerage  FHA  room 
co\int  of  no  more  than  seven  and  no  less  than  six  rroras  per  dwelling 
unit . 

5.    Each  dwelling  unit  must  be  held^  for  occupancy  by  a  person  or  family 
designated  by  the  Agency  as  displaced  by  public  action,  for  a  period 
up  to  30  days  following  the  issuance  by  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco 
of  an  occupancy  permit.    Thereafter^  i"^  ^o  person  or  family  is  designated 
by  the  Agency,  the  owner  may  admit  to  occupancy  any  person  or  family 
meeting  the  income  limitations  established  by  FHA. 


h.  The  dwelling  units  In.  each,  development  must  have  an  average  FHA 
room  count  of  no  more  than  seven  and  no  less  than  six  rooms  per 
dwelling  \mit. 

5.  Each  dwelling  -unit  must  be  held,  for  occupancy  by  a  person  or  family 
designated  by  the  Agency  as  displaced  by  public  action^,  for  a  period 
up  to  30  days  following  the  issuance  by  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  of  an  occupancy  permit.    Thereafter;,  if  no  person  or  family 
is  designated  by  the  Agency^  the  owner  may  admit  to  occupancy  any 
person  or  family  meeting  the  income  limitations  established  by  FHA. 

6.  The  sponsor  of  a  proposal  must  be  either  a  nonprofit  or  limited 
dividend  corporation.    The  proposals  are  to  be  financed  under  the 
Section  221(d)(3)  be low -market  program  which  has  the  following 
significant  limitations  - 

a.  The  program  is  available  only  for  rental  or  cooperative 
projects . 

b.  The  mortgage  amount  can  not  exceed  $2^600  per  room  (FHA  room 
count)  including  land  costs ^ 

c.  Occupants  are  limited  to  families  whose  gross  income  on 
their  last  Federal  income  tax  retirrn  did  not  exceed: 

Married  $6^  if  00 

Married,  1-2  children  7^500 

Married 3-^  children  8^650 

Married,,  5  or  more  chi,ldren  9,150 

In  response  to  the  Agency's  invitation^  formal  proposals  for  all  four  sites 

were  received  on  or  before  the  closing  date,  September  17;  19^2 »    It  was 

required  that  with  a  formal  offer  to  purchase  the  land  and  develop  m,oderate- 

priced  private  housing  each  proposal  include  (l)  exhibits  required  for  FHA 

financial  feasibility  anal^ysis,  (2)  statements  of  quall.fications  and  financial 

responsibility,  and  (3)  preliminary  architectural  and  site  plans. 

Potential  sponsors  for  Sites  1  and  2  made  public  presentations  of  their  pro- 
posals to  the  Members  of  the  Agency  on  October  10,  I962.    Potential  sponsors 


for  Sites  3  and  h  made  public  presentations  to  the  Members  of  the  Agency  on 
October  2k,  1962. 


-5- 

responsltility  of  the  sponsor.    The  Agency ,  consistent  with  repeated  policy 
annoimcements  and  practices^  resolved  all  borderline  questions  in  favor  of 
better  design.     In  the  featured  quotation  in  the  invitations  for  proposals 
the  Agency  announced  its  intention  to  seek  "private  housing  free  of  project 
or  institutional  appearance  but  of  veil  designed  quality  for  families  of 
moderate  income . " 

Since  the  sponsors  were  all  working  within  the  same  limitations  of  high  costs 
of  construction^  family  accommodations,  limited  mortgage  ceilings,  the  same 
mortgage  fund  costs,    identical  requirements  of  restricted  or  no  profits,  and 
maximum  incomes  and  monthly  payments  of  the  prospective  residents  (pursuant 
to  Section  221(d)(3)  of  the  Federal  Housing  Act  of  I961),  substantial  variations 
in  proposed  monthly  carrying  charges  were  not  anticipated  nor,  with  minor 
exceptions,  did  they  appear.    The  total  monthly  housing  expense  must  fall  within 
the  20-percent  maximum  income  limits  allowed  by  FHA  for  initial  occupancy.  The 
down  payments  for  families  buying  units  is  in  the  range  of  $136  to  $239-  The 
maximum  term  of  the  FHA" insured  Section  22l(d;(3)  loans  is  kO  years. 

The  quality  of  the  proposed  designs  became  a  facte r    of    increasing  significance 
in  differentia''   ng  among  the  responsible  proposals  which  were  placed    before  the 
Agency    In  the  analysis  of  the  designs,  each  of  the  factors  set  forth  in  the 
offering  statement  was  carefully  weighed.    These  factors  were  the  following: 

1.  Relationship  to  the  overall  design  concept  for  Diamond  Heights 
which  involves  a  gradual  transition  from  the  natural  character 
of  Glen  Canyon  to  the  multiple  dwellings  higher  on  the  hills. 


2.  Relationship  to  adjoining  structures  in  providing  for  harmoniiran 
composition  of  masses,' colors ,  and  texturesi  special  emphasis  . on 
harmonious  composition  of  roofs  when  vieved  from  public  rights  of 
vay  and  from  living  areas  at  higher  elevat:.on3. 

3.  Exploitation  of  views  and  protection  of  xJi-ivacy. 

h.    Integration  of  spaces  and  huilding  forms  with  the  topography  of  the 
hillside  sites. 

5.  The  success  with  which  the  proposed' design  avoids  a  project  appeai-ance 
and,  for  Sites  1,  2,  and  3,  achieves  a  sense  of  individual  identity  for 
each  dvrclling  unit,  ■  .: 

6.  The  interior  layout  of  the. dwelling  units. 

The  Agency  has  carefully  examined  and  satisfied  itself  on  the  qualifications  and 
certified  financial  statements  of  each  tentatively  selected  developer.  The 
Agency  also  finds  acceptab.le  the?  experience  and  capcl)xlil;y  of  the  individuals 
to  be  assigned  to  the  management  of  each  housing  development. 

A  summary  of  all  the  proposals  received  is  given  in  the  appendix. 

Selection  of  Proposal  for  Site  1 

The  proposal  of  Bobert  Chuclorow  Construction  Company,  Inc.,  initially  an  investor- 
sponsor,  which  will  later  convert  to  Diamond  Heights  Cooperative  Corporation, 
Inc.,  is  selected  by  the  Agency  for  Site  1.    The  architects  for  this  proposal 
are  Bernard  G.  Nobler  and  Clement  Chen,  Jr.,  of  Redwood  City  and  associated 
architect  Karl  Tref finger  of  San  Francisco.    The  landscape  architects  for  the 
proposal  are  Sasaiti -Walker  8a  Associates  of  San  Francisco  and  Watertown, 
Massachusetts . 

Site  1  consists  of  12.31  acres  h.vjl  is  divided  into  Sites  la  and  lb  to  avoid  an 
extended  area  of  similar  architectural  designs,  but  to  allow  a  developer  the 


V 
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economies  available  in  the  develophent  of  a  large  number  of  units. 
Site  1  is,  to  a  Large  degree,,  composed  of  quite  steep  terrain  \-n.th  fine  views 
generally  to  the  south  and  vest.    This  area  was  originally  intended  for  single- 
family  town  houses  exclusively  and  is  s'urrounded  by  areas  designated  primarily 
for  single- family  to\m.  house  development. 

The  Cliuckrow  proposal  lists  the  lolloving  dov/n  paj^-ments  and  monthly  charges  to 
be  paid  for  tne  purchase  and  ovraership  of  a  dwelling  unit: 


No.  of 

I>.;elling  No.  of 

Units  Bedrdbns  Square  Feet  Down  Payment  Monthly  Charge 

30                       1  6o6  $       136  $  95 

13^^                           2  816  to  1,122  163  111 

70                          3  1;126  to  1,216  197  to  238  129  and  1^6 


In  addition  to  nm.ortizaticn  of  loan,  interest,  taxes,  and  maintenance  costs, 
these  charges  include  allowance  for  a  garage,  garbage  disposal,  a  kitchen  range, 
and  a  refrigerator. 

The  design  chows  that  23^  dwelling  units  have  been  accommodated  on  the  site  (of 
the  theoretical  maximum  of  2hl  allo\/able)  .     The  sponsors  proposed  an  average  of 
only  2.2  bedrooms  per  dwelling  in  order  to  take  the  fullest  possible  advantage 
of  existing  financial  regulations.     Notwithstanding  this  ,  the  Agency  is 
emphasizing  family  housing  in  Diamond  Heights,  and  the  sponsor  has  agreed  to 
increase  substantially  the  number  of  bedroomiS  within  the  total  construction  cost. 
This  is  possible  because  the  original  design  incorporated  sufficient  flexibility 
to  allov;  such  modifications. 

The  design  of  the  Robert  Chuckrow  Construction  Company,  Inc.,  employs  six 
individual  unit  plans  in  order  to  meet  existing  site  situations  with  a  minimum 
of  site  disturbance  as  well  as  provide  variety  in  the  overall  design.  Although 


the  generally  high  level  of  merit  in  design  for  all  the  proposals  makes 
selection  a  difficult  matter,  this  proposal  is  considered  superior  in 
design .    The  approach  used  by  architects  Nobler  and  Chen  vill  create  a 
totally  integrated  site  development.    The  design  achieves  a  strong  sense 
of  individual  identity  for  each  of  the  units  and  maintains  the  scale  of 
the  single-family  town  houses  to  be  developed  in  adjacent  areas.    This  is 
accomplished  to  a  large  degree  by  the  treatments  given  to  the  roofs  of  the 
individual  units^  which  also  provide  a  pleasant  composition  for  other 
residents  of  Diamond  Heights  to  view  from  above.    Large  portions  of  the  site 
have  been  designed  exclusively  for  park  and  play  areas .    This  proposal  also 
offers  a  community  building  of  over  6,000  square  feet  for  the  use  of  its 
occupants . 

With  well  over    50  million  dollars  of  building  construction  successfully 
completed  in  the  last  five  years,  the  experience  and  financial  responsibility 
of  Robert  Chuckrow  Construction  Company,  Inc . ,  are  considered  highly  accept- 
able .    The  work  the  company  has  currently  under  construction  includes  FHA- 
insured  residential  developments  in  Florida,  New  Jersey,  and  Oregon. 

Selection  of  Proposal  for  Site  2 

The  proposal  of  Robert  Chuckrow  Construction  Company,  Inc . ,  initially  an 
investor- sponsor,  which  will  later  convert  to  Bayview  Cooperative  Housing 
Corporation,  a  cooperative,  is  selected  by  the  Agency  for  Site  2.    This  was 
the  only  proposal  submitted  for  this  site.    However,  the  proposal  is  a  strong 
architectural  concept,  similar  in  nature  to  that  being  selected  for  Site  1- 
The  architects  and  landscape  architects  are  the  same.    The  Agency  appreciates 
very  much  the  willingness  of  the  sponsor  to  make  a  submittal  on  a  site  which 


is  admittedly  awkward  and  difficult. 

Site  2  consists  of  2.0,3  acres  of  quite  steep  terrain  with  fine  views  to  the 
south  and  southeast.    This  area  was  originally  intended  exclusively  for 
single- family  town  houses  and  is  adjacent  to  existing  town  houses  and  areas 
designated  for  nev  similar  development. 

The  types  of  units  proposed  for  Site  2  are  similar  to  those  proposed  "by  this 
same  sponsor  for  Sites  la  and  lb.    The  three  locations  are  not  contiguous.  The 
suggested  monthly  charges  and  down  payments  are  the  same. 

The  design  shows  that  kl  dwelling  \mits  have  "been  accommodated  on  the  site 
(out  of  the  theoretical  maxlnrum  of  k6  allorahle),  consisting  of  eight  one- 
bedroom  units ^  17  two-bedroom  units,  and  l6  three-bedroom  tmits.    As  noted  in 
the  commentary  on  Site  1,  the  average  number  of  bedrooms  will  be  increased 
through  negotiations  between  the  Agency  and  the  developer » 

The  design  of  the  proposal  is  one  which  employs  five  basic  types  of  individual 
unit  plans  in  order  to  meet  all  the  existing  site  factors  with  a  minimum  of 
site  disturbance  as  well  as  provide  a  large  degree  of  variety  in  the  units. 
This,  together  with  the  variations  in  roof  design  and  setbacks,  contributes 
to  a  strong  feeling  of  Identity  for  the  individual  units  and  a  scale  completely 
in  keeping  with  the  town  house  character  of  the  neighborhood.    An  interior 
street  added  to  the  site  is  both  practical  and  desirable.    One  large  portloj^,, 
of  the  site  is  devoted  to  an  outdoor  recreation  area.    This  proposal  is  well 
thought  out  in  all  respects.    The  experience  and  financial  responsibility  of 
the  Robert  Chuckrow  Construction  Company,  Inc.,  are  highly  acceptable. 
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Selectlon  of  Proposal  for  Site  3 

The  proposal  of  San  Francisco  Redevelopers^  Inc.,  a  rental  proposal, is 
selected  by  the  Agency  for  Site  3-    The  architect  for  this  proposal  is 
Jack  Allen  Charney  of  Beverly  Hill:     California.    The  landscape  architects 
are  Eckbo_,  Dean  and  Williams  of  S::~n  .^'rancisco  and  Los  Angeles. 

Site  3  consists  of  3 -IT  acres  of  fairly  steep  terrain  on  "both  sides  of  a 
single  street.    There  are  fine  views  generally  to  the  south  and  west.  This 
site  is  immediately  adjacent  to  Site  lb,  providing  both  a  visual  and  physical 
extension  of  it .    This  area  was  originally  intended  for  single-family  town 
houses  exclusively  and  is  bounded  in  part  by  both  existing  and  planned 
tovm  house  development . 

Monthly  rentals  proposed  by  the  selected  sponsor yincluding  garage,  kitchen 
range,  garbage  disposal,  and  laundry  facilities,  are  as  follows: 


No.  of 

Dvrelling  No ~  of 

Units   Bedrooms  Square  Feet  Monthly  Rent 

18                               2  990  and  1,040  $  105 

29                             3  1.302  and  1,357  125 

11                             k  1,501  135 


While  the  monthly  charges  here  proposed  are  not  the  lowest  of  the  four  pro- 
posals, they  are  the  second  lowest.    They  are  considered  realistic  and  in 
line  with  the  monthly  charges  of  the  sponsors  selected  for  Sites  1  and  2 . 
The  overall  cost  per  dwelling  unit  varied  only  slightly  among  the  four  pro- 
posals for  this  site.,  from  a  low  of  $17,3^0  to  a  high  of  $17,500. 

The  design  shows  that  58  dwelling  units  have  been  accommodated  on  the  site 
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(of  the  theoretical  maximtim  of  78  allovatle)  .    Although  this  is  the  lowest 
number  of  units  of  any  of  the  four  proposals  submitted,  the  units  proposed 
are  large  in  size  in  relation  to  cost  and  average  a  large  number  of  bedrooms 
per  unit.    The  three-bedroom  units  can  easily  be  increased  to  four-bedroom 
units,  and  negotiations  vill  be  directed  to  this  end. 

The  interior  plans  of  all  the  vai ions  proposals  for  Site  3  were  considered  t 
be  particularly  well  designed  even  though  a  considerable  range  existed  in 
their  size.    The  size  of  the  units  proposed  for  Site  3  varied  for  a  three- 
bedroom  unit  from  a  low  of  9^^-0  square  feet  to  a  high  of  1,512  square  feet. 
The  selected  scheme  has  1,302  and  1,357  square  feet  in  the  three-bedroom 
units. 

The  design  of  San  Francisco  Redevelopers,  Inc.,  is  one  which  employs  four 
basic  types  of  individual  unit  plans  in  order  to  meet  all  the  existing  site 
situations  with  a  minimum  of  site  disturbance.    Although  all  the  proposals 
for  Site  3  displayed  good  design  elements,  this  proposal  is  considered  the 
most  successful  in  design  features.     It  follows  the  town  house  concept  very 
closely  and  achieves  the  strongest  sense  of  individual  identity  of  any  of 
the  four  proposals.    This  scheme  orients  usable  outdoor  space  towards  the 
individual  unit  and  is  made  especially  attractive  by  the  inclusion  of  two 
community  play  areas.    It  offers  a  range  of  unit  plans  (from  two  bedrooms  to 
four  bedrooms)  to  help  create  a  very  successful  single-house  characteir  for 
the  development.    As  noted,  one  of  the  three-bedroom  designs  has  the 
potential  advantage  of  being  easily  increased  to  a  four-bedroom  design. 

This  is  a  well  thought  out  scheme  which  not  only  provides  a  pleasant  environ 
ment  within  itself    but  also  relates  well  to  surrounding  development  and  to 
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the  selection  for  adjacent  Site  lb  in  both  scale  and  concept. 

The  financial  submission  of  the  selected  rleveloper  appeals  particularly 
well  balanced.    San  Francisco  Redevelopers^  Inc . ^  is  a  California  construc- 
tion and  development  organization  vith  experience  in  building  shopping 
centers,  office  buildings,  and  major  apartment  buildings,  valued  at  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars,  primarily  in  the  San  Diego  area.    This  organization 
is  also  the  successful  bidder  for  the  1,000-unit  Red  Rock  Hill  portion  of 
Diamond  Heights  now  under  construction  and  the  five-acre  Diamond  Heights 
Neighborhood  Shopping  Center  soon  to  break  ground. 

Selection  of  Proposal  for  Site  h 

The  proposal  of  Mission  Neighborhood  Centers,  Inc.,  a  nonprofit  corporation, 
for  a  rental  development  is  selected  by  the  Agency  for  Site  h.    The  architect 
for  this  proposal  is  Neill  Smith  and  Associates  of  San  Francisco.  The 
builder  is  the  CM.  Peletz  Company  of  Burlingame,  California. 

Site  k  consists  of  5-26  acres,  most  of  which  is  on  steep  terrain  with  fine 
views  of  downtown  San  Francisco  and  the  East  Bay.    Site  h  was  intended  for 
development  of  multi-family  housing  and  therefore  differs  from  Sites  1,  2,  and 
3,  which  were  intended  for  single-family  housing. 

Monthly  rentals  proposed,  including  garage  and  kitchen  range,  are  as  follows: 


No.,  of 

Dwelling 

Units 


No.  of 
Bedrooms 


Sq^uare  Feet 


Monthly  Rent 


19 

^3 
6h 


12 


1 
2 

3 
h 


560 
920 


$  90 
108 
128 
Ikk 


■ 
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While  the  monthly  payments  for  the  selected  proposal  are  not  the  lovest 
of  the  four  proposals they  average  the  second  lowest,  and  the  weighting 
of  this  ^n.th  the  quall-cy  of  the  proposed  design  makes  this  proposal  the 
selection  of  the  Agency  for  Site  h. 

The  design  shows  that  I38  dwelling  units  have  "been  accommodated  on  the  site 
(of  the  theoretical  maximum  of  1^7  allowable).    This  is  the  only  proposal 
which  offers  the  full  range  of  from  one-  to  four-bedroom  units. 

The  design  of  Mission  Neighborhood  Centers,  Inc.,  incorporates  two-  and 
three-story  walk-up  and  step-dotm  wood  frame  apartment  units,    V^hile  the 
proposal  provides  substantially  the  maximum  number  of  units  allowable,  it 
leaves  a  great  deal  of  open  space  which  it  uses  well.    The  groups  of 
buildings  are  still  more  town  house  than  apartment  house  in  appearance, 
which  gives  a  stronger  sense  of  identity  to  each  unit .    The  units  are  in- 
formally but  sensitively  adapted  to  the  difficult  terrain  and  are  also  well 
placed  in  relation  to  one  another  as  well  as  to  the  views,  resulting  in  a 
very  well  integrated  and  harmonious  development,    A  5 > 000- square  foot 
community  center  and  nursery  have  also  been  included  in  the  proposal. 

While  the  sponsor  of  this  proposal  is  technically  a  new  corporation  with  no 
examples  of  completed  development,  the  development  team  is  composed  of 
individuals  who  have  very  acceptable  experience  records  in  their  respective 
fields  of  housing  development,  architecture,  construction,  and  law.  The 
development  team  includes: 

Irving  Mo  Kriegsfeld  Director  of  Mission  Neighborhood  Centers. 

Experienced  in  housing  and  community 
development . 
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C.  M.  Peletz 


Registe.ed  civil  engineer  and  experienced 
building  contractor. 


Neill  Smith  and  Associates 


Talented  and  experienced  architect . 
(Mr.  Smith  vas  formerlv  Chief  of  Design 
for  John  Carl  Warnec^e.) 


£'chofield^  Hanson,  Bridgett,      Attorneys  experienced  in  housing  and  FHA 


The  financial  responsibility  of  Mission  Neighborhood  Centers,  Inc.,  was 
adequately  demonstrated. 

Conclusion 

Each  of  the  four  proposals  selected  for  the  development  of  moderate-priced 
private  housing  in  Diamond  Heights  fulfills  the  objective  set  forth  by  the 
Agency  in  its  initial  invitation  on  January  l6,  I962 .     Each  of  the  selected 
proposals  also  makes  a  positive  contribution  to  total  envi):'onment  of  the 
Diamond  Heights  Redevelopment  Area  as  veil  as  being  an  athrnctive  development 
in  itself. 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  is  vorking  vlth  the  U,  S.  Housing  and 
Home  Finance  Agency  and  its  constituent  agencies  en  the  rjrice  to  be  charged 
for  land.    The  Urban  Renewal  Administration,  the  Federal  Housing  Administra- 
tion, and  the    Federal  National  Mortgage  Association  of  the  KHFA  ai'e  all 
financially  involved  in  the  aids  provided  in  the  moderate-priced  private 
housing  program  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency.    The  land  cost  on  which  sub- 
missions v;ere  made  was_,  for  working  purposes,  set  at  ij3l,000  per  unit,  and 
any  variation  in  that  figure  finally  authorized  \n.ll  be  reflected  in  charges 


Marcus  and  Jenkins 


procedures . 


E.  M.  Schaffran 


Housing  economist  and  developer. 
Experienced  in  housing  management. 
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to  oxmers  and/or  tenants .    Concurrently,  the  Agency  will  work  out  vjith 
the  sponsors  the  technical  details  of  the  award.    It  is  fully  expected 
that  these  arrangements  will  be  made  without  difficulty  since  they  are 
within  the  scope  of  the  invitation  for  proposals,  but  the  Agency  will 
turn  to  the  remaining  submissions,  if  negotiati>  )r.G  are  unsuccessful. 

Finally,  the  Agency  will  initiate  the  necessary  Official  Plan  changes. 
The  target  for  start  of  construction  is  1963- 

The  high  quality  of  all  the  submittals- -both  in  design  and  financial 
competence- -has  made  the  selection  process  very  difficult .    The  Members 
of  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  wish  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  thank  all  of  the  participants  for  their  fine  efforts  which  have  helped 
to  forward  San  Francisco's  renewal  program. 


San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

525  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco  2,  California 


MEMBERS: 

Everett  Griffin,  Chairman 
Walter  F.  Kaplan,  Vice  Chairman 
James  B.  Black,  Jr. 
James  A.  Folger 
Lawrence  R,  Palacios 


M.  Justin  Herman,  Executive  Director 


November  20,  1962 


APPEiroiX 


Simmary  of  Proposals  Received 


Site  1 

Site  1  consists  of  12.31  acres  on  which  up  to  2^1  ti welling  units  could  he  allowed. 
Proposals  for  Site  1  were  suhmitted  to  the  Agency  on  August  1,  1962,  hy  the 
following  °, 


Sponsor 

Slope-To-The-Glen  Family  Housing 
San  Francisco  Redevelopers,  Inc. 
Rohert  Chuckrow  Const r .Co . ,Inc . 
F.  C.  Housing  Co.,  Inc. 


Architect 

Frederick  Whittlesey 
Jack  Charney 
Nobler  and  Chen 
C .  Howard  Miller 


No.  of 
Dwelling  Units 

99  (Site  la  only) 
217 
23^ 
2kl 


Site  2 

Site  2  consists  of  2.03  acres  on  which  up  to  46  dwelling  units  could  he  allovred . 
The  single  proposal  for  Site  2  was  submitted  to  the  Agency  on  August  15,  19f^2,,  by: 


Sponsor 

Robert  Chuckrow  Constr .Co . ,Inc . 


Architect 


Nobler  and  Chen 


No.  of 
Dwelling  Units 


Site  3 

Site  3  consists  of  3'IT  acres  on  which  up  to  t8  dwelling  units  could  be  allowed. 
Proposals  for  Site  3  vere  submitted  to  the  Agency  on  September  h,  1962,  by  th^ 
following : 


No.  of 

Sponsor  Architect  Dwelling  Units 

Slope-To-The-Glen  Family  Housing  Frederick  Whittlesey  71 

San  Francisco  Redevelopers,  Inc.  Jack  Charney  58 

Robert  Chuckrow  Constr  .Co .  ;,Inc .  Nobler  and  Chen  7^ 

The  City  Housing  Foundation  Robert  Batchelor  60 
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Slte  h 

Site  h  consists  of  5-26  acres  on  vhich  up  to  1^7  dwelling  units  could  be  allowed. 
Proposals  for  Site  k  vere  submitted  to  the  Agency  on  September  17,  19^2,  by  the 
following : 


No.  of 

Sponsor                                   Architect  Dwelling  Units 

San  Francisco  Redevelopers,  Inc.         Jack  Charney  llh 

Robert  Chuckrow  Constr .Co . ,Inc .           Nobler  and  Chen  80 

F.  C.  Housing  Co.,  Inc.                        C.  Howard  Miller  1^7 
Mission  Neighborhood  Centers,  Inc.      Neill  Smith  and 

Associates  I38 


1 


